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I would like to begin these comments by advising that I am a

licensed amateur operator CKA0YXU) and operate a General Mobile

Radio Service CG.M.R.S.) system <KA0YXU). I am a technical

advisor for a large public-safety agency regularly involved in

the procurement of radio equipment, preparation of bid

specifications, preparation of frequency coordination / F.C.C.

application forms, equipment maintenance responsibility through a

contracted maintenance company, and related technical assistance.

I perform private consulting services as required for agencies

outside the agency for which I have been employed for nearly 20

years. I am a member of Missouri's 800 Mhz. development

committee, and a number of related public safety associations and

organizations. Public safety agencies in the metropolitan St.

Louis area regularly consult with me for assistance with

frequency coordination requests and F.C.C. application

preparation.

The material available to me on this docket came from

material supplied by the Associated Public-Safety Communications

Officers and I have been unable to review the entire text.

I agree with the concept of consolidation of public safety

radio services. This is presently being accomplished by inter-

service sharing which is often expensive and cumbersome. I feel,

however, that this consolidation could take place within the next

few years without the technical changes suggested in this docket.



I am concerned about the increased involvement of the

frequency coordinators in this process, as present systems must

be modified to meet new technical standards. In some areas like

Missouri, they often attempt to re-engineer a local system that

has been designed or modified by qualified system designers to

perform in a given manner. Were it not for existing

grandfathered licenses, power levels, and frequencies, many

systems would not function at the proper level of efficiency

placing life and property at risk- lives of citizens being

protected as well as the lives of the protectors themselves.

Before the techinical requirements of this docket are placed into

effect, the frequency coordination process should be seriously

examined and modified to include more represtation of the users

and less reliance on the judgements of an appointed state

"frequency advisor", often at considerable expense. Limits on

"E.R.P.", power, and height should be examined on a case by case

basis without the limits imposed in this docket.

Another consideration is the apparent "rebUilding" of the

present low, high, and uhf bands. I believe that existing

frequencies and licenses should be retained. There are a number

of users who just cannot afford the 800 Mhz. trunked systems that

are being forced down our throats by over-zealous salesmen <with

their proprietary systems) and state frequency advisors who tell

us that "no frequencies are available". I have assisted numerous

local agencies obtain channels that we were told were "not

available". Along these same lines of concern, I am concerned



with the implementation schedule. If these technical parameters

are adopted~ I suggest that they not be made mandatory for a

minimum of ten years. The department for which I am employed~ no

doubt typical of many~ just cannot afford to junk 400 mobiles, 40

base stations, 35 receivers, and 350 portable radios and purchase

all new equipment within six years. By allowing a longer time

for implementation~ agencies such as ours will be able to "phase

in" equipment over a ten year period that can be adapted or

programmed for present and future needs. This will permit a

smoother transition than to cause everyone to purchase new

equipment within a reasonable period that can function for their

purposes both before and after the implementation date. I

suspect that rural America will have an even more difficult time.

While some of our agency's equipment is 15-20 years old, there

are some rural departments using radios of 20-25 year vintage.

Economically, they just can't afford to change it all, and with

the present Administration, things will get worse long before

they get better.

I would suggest that for the present, immediate (within three

year) changes should include:

1. Greater flexibility in inter-agency sharing, with this

concept broadended to include all radio services.

2. Expanded use of the 470 to 512 Mhz. spectrum in all

parts of the country, when possible.

3. Another hard look at the frequency coordination process.



Not mentioned in my summary of the docket but probably

involved is the (General Mobile Radio Service) G.M.R.S. portion

o£ Part 95. While I cannot comment on what the docket addresses

for G.M.R.S., if anything, I would hope that G.M.R.S. would be

left in place, not removed, even if technical changes would

apply. Once again, I feel that any changes should take place

over a ten year period, but do not wish to see G.M.R.S.

eliminated altogether. I desire to maintain a personal radio

system for my family that no other portion of the radio spectrum

can provide, and wish to see no licensing changes to G.M.R.S.

No "shared vendor-supplied and operated system" can compare.

Respectfully Submitted,

Michael G. Redman


